I would be pleased to recommend acceptance, provided it is made even clearer that these comments are incidental findings, and should not be over interpreted, and will be validated by future research from the same group.
REVIEWER

Jacky Hayden Health Education North West
Member of the Temple Review Time for Training REVIEW RETURNED 15-Dec-2013
GENERAL COMMENTS
Very good paper. The bias in the methodology was clearly articulated.
Comment S23 needs to be included otherwise no suggested changes or comments I think that the bias is addressed in the paper. I also welcome the intention to seek opinion prospectively.
The study was undertaken 12 months after the introduction of WTR when feelings were running high and the profession had not identified different ways of working. If it doesn't breach confidentiality the prospective study might ask about the Trust committment to seven day working
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer Jane Dacre raises the following points:
My only major concern is of potential over-interpretation of the results. It is likely that those doctors with concerns about the EWTD are over-represented in the comments, especially as the comments came out of a study not set up for this purpose, so were effectively incidental. Only 11% made such comments. However, this limitation is clearly stated in the manuscript, and the views collected make interesting reading. The themes also ring true to the chatter on this issue. It is my impression that the concern about this has abated recently, so it would be helpful to ask a specific question to all participants in the next survey.....otherwise this article represents the results of a fishing expedition.
OUR RESPONSE:
We agree with the reviewer that the study may be subject to over-interpretation, and that things may have changed since 2010 when the study was conducted. We have therefore added to the second paragraph of the Discussion "The findings should be treated cautiously, and regarded as incidental findings arising in the course of a study whose primary purpose was not to examine reactions to the implementation of EWTD. They also relate to 2010, and circumstances and reactions to EWTD may have changed since then. Nonetheless, several aspects of the study's findings merit further consideration."
In place of "Several aspects of the study's findings merit further consideration."
We have also added the following at the start of the Conclusions "We advise caution: the results of this study should not be over-interpreted and some comments we report may pertain to the situation in 2010 and to issues which may have been addressed subsequently. However, the data suggest several areas for possible future research."
In place of "There are several areas for possible future research."
Reviewer Jacky Hayden raises the following points.
The study was undertaken 12 months after the introduction of WTR when feelings were running high and the profession had not identified different ways of working. If it doesn't breach confidentiality the prospective study might ask about the Trust committment to seven day working OUR RESPONSE:
We have added comment S23 to the supplementary file.
We note the suggestions about future questions and we will consider them in due course. We hope that the reviewer will agree that the amendments we have described above will address any further concerns she has about non-representativeness and the timing of the study.
We hope that our changes will meet the concerns of the reviewers and we are pleased to resubmit the paper.
